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DETAILED ACTION 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims s 1-4, 11-16, 18-29, 34, 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Baker in view of Hatano of record for reasons of record and 
further in view of Smith of record. 

Barker discloses the claimed method and system for generating polysulfide in 
pulping liquor comprising the sodium sulfide, providing the claimed oxidation promoter 
(see Abstract). The reference further discloses the claimed substrate and coating the 
oxidation promoter (see col. 2, lines 34-40). The patent further teaches the use of the 
same type of oxygen containing gas (see abstract). The patent teaches the same types 
of substrates and oxidation promoters (see col. 2, lines 34-68). The oxidation promoter 
may be mobile or fixed (see col. 2, lines 20-40). The temperature disclosed would be 
within the range claimed (see claim 11). The patent further discloses the oxidizing 
agent is contacted with the oxidation promoter when the promoter is in minimal contact 
with the pulping liquor (see col. 7, lines 9-12). 
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The Barker patent fails to disclose some of the modifications to the shape of the 
reactor and oxidation promoter elements. The invention as a whole would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the disclosure of the Smith to change the shape of the reactor, because such 
modification to shape has been well settled to be within the purview of the ordinary 
artisan, unless the change produces and unexpected result. 

The Barker patent while disclosing the coating of the oxidant promoter onto the 
substrate fails to disclose the use of the coating material such that the oxidation 
promoter is adhered by the coating material to the substrate. 

The Hatano patent is cited to show the use of a coating material to 
adhere a catalyst to a substrate, wherein the catalyst, coating layer and substrate are 
the same as the layers claimed (see claims 1-6). The reference further teaches the use 
of heat to bake the oxidation promoter and coating as claimed (see abstract). 

The Hatano patent discloses an inorganic coating and does not teach the newly 
narrowed claim drawn to an organic polymer coating. The Smith patent is re-introduced 
to show that such a modification between an inorganic coating, such as silica and the 
claimed organic polymer coating would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art, because they are readily substituted to wetproof the catalyst during the 
catalytic treatment of sulfide as claimed (see col. 10, lines 19-26). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the combination of Barker and Hatano by the teachings 
of Smith. 

One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
modification, because Smith teaches the functional equivalence between the inorganic 
coatings and the organic coatings as wetproofing agents in the prevention of flooding of 
the catalysts. 

Claims 30-33, 36 and 40-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker in view of Hatano and Smith as applied to claims above, and 
further in view of Dorris of record for reasons of record. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

With respect to claim 24, applicants argue that combination of references fail to 
disclose, teach or suggest, "the at least one oxidizing agent is contacted with the at 
least one oxidation promoter element when the at least one oxidation promoter 
element is in minimal or no contact with the pulping liquor, and the pulping liquor is 
contacted with the at least one oxidation promoter element when the at least one 
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oxidation promoter element is in minimal or no contact with the at least one oxidizing 
agent." 

As shown above, the Barker patent does disclose such a limitation, because the 
oxidation promoter is regenerated in the absence of the oxidizing agent. 

With respect to the claims 37-39 applicants argue that "To the extent that Barker 
addresses the above limitations, it discloses recycling of a slurry of catalytic metal 
compound from a bottom of a reaction tower to above the mid-point of the tower with no 
reconditioning or static placement of catalytic metal compound in a packed tower (col 2, 
Ins. 20-44 and FIGS 1-2). Thus, it fails to disclose a substrate rotatably secured to a 
support member to facilitate movement of the substrate between a polysulfide 
generation zone and a recovery zone." 

Contrary to this reading, the Baker patent discloses the reconditioning of the 
catalysts before the recycle of the catalyst (see col. 7, line 40- col. 8, line 2). To rotate 
the catalyst between the reaction zone and the regeneration zone would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art in particular given the disclosure of Barker 
that size of the equipment, scale of regeneration, production requirements and 
"continuous" verses "around the clock" batch considerations are taken into account 
when optimizing a polysulfide pulping process (see col. 3, lines 60-65). 

Applicants further argue the combination of Dorris with the Barker patent by 
stating "With respect to claims 44 and 54, Applicant further traverses because Barker, 
Hatano, and Dorris, alone or in combination, fail to disclose, teach, or 
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suggest at least one disc being rotatable with respect to polysulfide generation and 
recovery zones to selectively situate the at least one oxidation promoter element 
within each of the polysulfide generation zone and the recovery zone. Thus, the 
rejection of claims 44 and 54 should be withdrawn. 

With respect to claim 50, Applicant further traverses because Barker, Naeem, 
Hatano, and Dorris, alone or in combination, fail to disclose, teach, or suggest a 
substrate rotatably secured to a support member to facilitate movement of the 
substrate between a polysulfide generation zone and a recovery zone. Thus, the 
rejection of claims 44 and 54 should be withdrawn. " 

The Dorris patent shows the use of a rotatable disc that moves the catalysts 
around a reactor (see figure 3 and col. 8, lines 13-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker showing the movement of catalysts particles from 
the rector to a regeneration zone by the teachings of Dorris. 

One having ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this 
modification, because the Dorris patent teaches that the use of a rotating stirrer moves 
the catalysts around. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Arun S. Phasge whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1345. The examiner can normally be reached on MONDAY-THURSDAY, 7:30-6:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nam X. Nguyen can be reached on (571) 272-1342. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Arun S. Phasge/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1795 
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